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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this research were to study the Amphur Educational Officers'
human relations in the Education Regional 11 and to compare their human relations as
classified by the perception of superiors, sub-ordinates, and other involed personnel.

The subjects of this research consisted of 45 Amphur Educational Officers ;
43 superiors provincial education officers, assistant provincial education officers, and
district-governors ; 166 subordinates - assistant Amphur educational officers, educational
technicians and authorities attached to Amphur education officers ; 81 other involved
personnel - district religions heads, and district primary education officers totalling 338
subjects. The instrument for data collection was self - constructed questionnaire. The
data analyses were conducted by using distribution, mean (;(), percentage, standard

deviation (S.D.), and F - test values.

The Results

The research results were shown that Amphur educational officers’ human
relations were rated at the highest level for all aspects ranking from high to low

priorities introvert personality, human relation promotion, and extrovert personality



respectively. Superiors, subordinates, and other involved ~personnel also rated the
Amphur education officers’ human relations at the highest levei for all ‘aspects ranking
from high to low priorities - introvert personality, extrovert personality, and human
relation promotion. The three groups of these subjects' perceptions toward the

Amphur education officers, human relations were not significantly different at .01 level.



